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Dear Don, i 

I 

I am p:la/l to ,s«t your paper, 03 Gary su/^gested* I reed It this T.om l^g 
while renting e bit. % now you niay be en route to Dallas (Gary has not given me 
your exact schedula). In that 0v?nit you will get thi.. on yo’AX return. ^Vhile 
^bat have read is fresh in mlna, however, 1 offer these comnienta you may care 
to consider and J- else aslc for a copy of the -toward ‘^rague-ltek letter for the 
com ?letlon of my files cn that aspect. 

•^n e paper fnr police science studies your spur jbc j necessarily I 3 
more limited then ony literary approach. In this excellent study, ho- aver, I fear you 
hove pemitted the rartlsenehip of an adversary in 3 judicial proceeding to 
dominate. \^ther or not this is the basic cause, fear you have a single basic 
and totally untenable conclusion, that the photographic evidence shows no necessity 
for 8 single-bullet theory to poatulste s single osaasain. 

Here you have fsllen in the error the Oommiasion, belatedly, felt it dare 
not risk, the only reao-jn they switched to the ^inr^ls-bullot theory. You can moke no 
wucQ forioaulatloTi without doln- one of two things, both of which you entlraly ignored: 

e) specify the firing oclciowledged by tho Domalsaioa to have taken place; 

b) •advance your own boliofs of the actual firing. 

^cu hove 0CCO nted for neither. I cbslleng: you to do either in terms of 

your paper. 



Had you been i prosecution ritnass, Ich ^ prs^runia ia the potentials of a 
police-science major, you':^ hove born mined on the stehd end any coupletent, prepaM 
lawyer woulrl have seriously darnoged your rci'Utation. 

If there is any res sen you deemed tills essential to your paper, it is 
not clear to me. 

Your conclusion on this is over worse, for you havs, again needlessly, 
added further dlsfiuellflcatlon (’•hy no moans r*?9son.3ly to br considered^*, etc.) end 
ih a complete Impossibility, '’Cubtroction of tlw fr-jine nunibara. ,.givds 41 fromes, which 
compares favorably ^^Ith the 42-frame nlnlmun”. The Icter is like saying having no 
more compares favorably with having ona dollar. It ia posi-lbla to justify your 
acceptance of whet you must know canuot bo accepted, uLet the total requireiHenta of 
an accurate, aired shot by anyone esu rensoneblc bo stutad as a 42-frano liiniiTum, for 
you car. soy you dc this to be in accord v.ith the- government statement, etc. but there 
aro two things you simply ceunot do^ on*? is to esuate t-*e alleged to have been 
the riilenan, e duffor, rlth tha world's host eljots, end econd, to soy that if It is 
possible to do this in 48 frames, wte re there is no scintilla of evidence it can be 
done, ItH tnerefero follows it can reedily be done by e duffer in 41 frames. 

You heve in no sense "freed** the Gommi:^sion "from some difficulties". 

^hlc l3 a fine paper, 1 regret you weakend it, for whatever reason, by 
the Injection cf what could enm the epprovsl of your professors but did not either 
prove or attempt to prove. 

Your use of wjet others of us otaitted (for example Hickey), is -veiy good. 

I ma-ce few su^rgestunns about specific fcrnulsticnr in the even yciH 
consider any other or further use® of this goed material in the future: 

Page 2, Life did not publish tbs Zepnder film and has done everything it 



could t4 prevent publication of tbe entire flln. ^ have charged without denial 
that wlipt it actually bought was the right to suppreaa the film and that,, to the 
degree it felt it darod, It hod, I hava chel.loneged ailt, specifically ond by being th= 
the first to use ttelr film on 77, and there has bean no rasponea. As you niud know, 
they have oveii rofueeci tc let tie Love copies ox' tUo ccpice o.P tSie iDlaolng Cromea 
after araourilcg *hey were '“foleBBinv" them, Ae It stondo, thin Is nn Inoccurete 
end Tfory rale lee ding e to tenant, 

■:///tbe fatp.l bead wounding Ik cleorly vlelblo ot from number .?13," 

I'hia raouiree refomtilntlon, for there Is no conclusive proof that shot that was 
Bcttally fatal la the ->nn you refbr to. I do not buy Tbonpeone slit of oona of 
hla sta seconda, but you sennet ignore it. I also beJifve there le convincing 
evidence of an earlier heed shot fro.T tlxo rear. It cculc' mve been the real 
cause of death, whetter or not *het et 313 would htvf b?fc. fetbl. I sugf.'.ost epy 
po-’slble re formulation out it in the CotKdsalon's terns. 

In your stipulation on this page sad olsawhere of the scturllty of the 
p ialtl-on of tho ^oUsgs on the tree you have mode the OoJnnleeion’s not-eccl dental 
error of aesunln,: that the extent and position of the foliage In imy 1964, a dlffsrA 
ent aaaaon of the year, wes the seine es it had bsen in the early winter, whldi canno t 
b '3 dona even with llve-oek troso, portlc’ilarly beceuse ':o know tliere 7W e pruning 
operation In the Plazs after the eseeealrctlon. ?iew, we alao know thera v/»<s a strong 
wind 11/22/63, And, while 1 would not orguo with an eccept»jnc3 of tno concluclon 
that et an;,' one point the esmore m"? hove boon cp?-atln‘ et 18.3 freiise cr avtn that 
St no point was It oporntlng et eiiy other speed, I contest any assumption that this 
was proved. If you are not famlller with the Conor, talo this up jiith '^ary, who haa 
seen how my duolioatn of it operetes. Especially because your field is police science. 
From tho ebovej It fol owe that you osn sey csJiJ that th= Coimteslon sold there wea 
8 cne-frame cep et 186. You cernot accept it, oEcept for ersux’nt. P-Jfereacs to 
the FBI ’’detormlrln.-'" canors sreed is step p.3, Thoy dlto’t. They assumed the 
spaed ond reported o single of th® two fixed rates nnd Ignores t',e infinite irarlable 
possibilities, 

rage 0: BelUfT neither e pilice slcentlat nor e Icwyer nor o doctor, 1 ebA 
would nonetheless dispute your unepulvocsl atn-oment "r.-actlcn times and physical 
responses to bullet wounda are epeoulativa sraoo". '■^hls Is true only .nder sane 
circumstencea. ^n these at point, generally end sr^eclflcslly, ^ dcubt It, In 
this connection, 1 as -ur-e you did your own work with regard to the docunants you 
begin o.uotlng on 11. In thst event, ycu hove specific, crodlblo sources to cite 
on praclsaly this point. believe you ?hcul5 hw nr.'’ e-endcr why you slln’t. 

Vlthout Its king aitiial fresh comparison, I cannot m-jk? a positive 
statement. However, 1 balleve Rey 'Aercue’ 237-8 is moro peceuesive then your 234, 

These era not lnt'‘Pde'’ as regatlv® or entogcr.lctlc critlclsme. It Is e 
fine neper. But sfmin, because this Is a pollce-clccncc paper, I vjondar #.y you 
irnoaed such things es the dellbar'Jte mlslocst.Iny of ”’inis the reriUlrcmants 
of the low erd svldence In locating hl’o. I think it weukens ycur work. 

riflasE psTdon cs iBxnxE! f'r not taking the time to correct tho nauerous 
typing errors. And if you ^t this before you leave for Dellae, I onaouroge you 
to dlsciEe Z with Mery Farrell. Fe dlacussad her ohaervetionu last night, Iqu may 
or aay not agree with so.;a of them (aevie ere In accord with ecre cf my own beliefs 
and she 'say hers carried this further), but I think youxand Gary should pay close 
attention (esp, to 308-9, etc.), 

Goo lu.'k '-^nd thanks. 



liarcld Yslsbcrg 



